TH'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON

The opinion in support of the decision being entered today
(1) was not witten for publication in a |law journal and
(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
Paper No. 20

UNI TED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFI CE

BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
AND | NTERFERENCES

Appeal No. 1997-3062
Application 08/207, 370!

Bef ore THOVAS, KRASS, and DI XON, Adninistrative Patent Judges.

KRASS, Adninistrative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of
claims 1 through 3, 7, 8, 10 through 12 and 19 through 24.

Clains 4 through 6, 9 and 13 through 18 have been indicated by

Application for patent filed March 7, 1994.
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the exam ner as being directed to patentable subject matter

and formno part of this appeal.

The invention pertains to printer systens. Mre
particularly, the start of operation of a conputer is
recogni zed and a printer is set in a ready node in response to
such recognition whereby the printer is capable of a faster
printing operation upon receiving the print command fromthe
conput er.

Representati ve i ndependent claim1l is reproduced as
fol |l ows:

1. Aprinter system conprising:

a conputer;

a printer disposed separately of said conputer and
adapted to forman image on a recordi ng paper in conpliance

with inmage data received fromsaid conputer; and

recogni zing nmeans for recognizing a start of operation of
sai d conputer;

said printer incorporating therein setting neans for
setting said printer in a state capable of producing a
printing operation when the start of operation of said
conputer is recognized by said recognizing neans.

The exam ner relies on the follow ng references:

Nakani shi 4,740, 096 Apr. 26, 1988
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Fujii 5, 381, 242 Jan. 10, 1995
(filed Jan. 29, 1993)

Mese et al. (Mese) 5, 396, 443 Mar. 7, 1995
(filed Cct. 7, 1993)

Claims 1 through 3, 7, 8, 10 through 12 and 19 through 24
stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103 as unpatentabl e over Mese

in view of Nakanishi and Fujii.

Reference is made to the brief and answer for the

respective positions of appellant and the exam ner.
OPI NI ON

We affirm

Wth regard to i ndependent claim 1, the exam ner points
out that Mese clearly discloses an information processing
apparatus with nmeans for sensing whether soneone or sonething
i s approaching the apparatus and, in response to such an
approach, a power saving control unit is activated. This
activation controls a controlled object. Lower power
consunption is achieved since the controlled object is not
activated if an operation nedium has not approached the
apparatus or if there has been no novenent for a set period of

time. The exam ner recogni zes that while Mese does not
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specifically identify the controlled object as a printer, it
woul d have been obvious to the skilled artisan that the
controll ed object may be a printer since Mese indicates that
the device relates to information processing apparatus of a
“W de variety of application fields of a pen-base persona

conputer...” [colum 1, lines 11-20]. A printer clearly falls
wi thin such information processing apparatus. For good
neasure, the exam ner

identifies Nakanishi as disclosing a power saving printer

whi ch nay be the type of controlled object indicated by Mese.
W agree.

First, appellant argues [brief, page 7] that the clai ned
invention is directed to a conputer/printer conbination which
i ncludes “features that reduce the waiting tinme for receipt of
a printing output of the conputer.” This argunment is not
persuasive since we find nothing in the clains on appeal
directed to the reduction of such wait tinme and appel |l ant has
poi nted to no such | anguage in the clains.

Next, appellant argues that while Mese discl oses a

conputer, there “is no disclosure and no suggestion of a

conputer/printer conbination, or the features permtting the
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i nterconmuni cation to place the printer in a ready state and
reduce its warmup tinme” [brief, page 7]. Again, appellant
has identified no claimlanguage directed to the argued
“intercomruni cation” and placing the printer in a ready state
to reduce its warmup tine.

Wth regard to the conmputer/printer conbination argunent,
the examner admts that there is no explicit nmention of a
printer in Mese which is why the exam ner relies on the
ordinary skill of the artisan faced with Mese’'s teaching of a
generic “controlled object” and Nakani shi’s teaching of a
printer which may be used as a controlled object. The fact
t hat Nakani shi is “not concerned with two separate
i nterconnected conponents, such as a conputer and printer,” as
argued by appellant [brief, page 8], is not controlling.
Nakani shi is cited merely as an exanple of a printer which
m ght be enployed as the “controlled object” in Mese.
However, in our view, Mese, itself provides enough suggestion
to the skilled artisan to provide a printer as the controlled
object. Since Mese clearly shows the conbination of a
conputer and a “controlled object,” and the skilled artisan

woul d have recogni zed the use of a printer for such a
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“controll ed object,” appellant’s argunent that Mese fails to
suggest a conputer/printer conbination is not found

per suasi ve.

At page 8 of the brief, appellant sets forth three
additional argunents, viz., that the cited references do not
teach or suggest a power-up wait-state node for a printer
system operatively connected to a conputer, for bringing the
printer into a ready state capable of a printing operation
when: 1. A conputer peripheral has been manipul ated; 2. A
sensor detects an approach of a user to the conputer; and 3.
By controlling the schedul ed use of the printer by a
regi stered user.

We disagree. Cearly, Mese is concerned with setting the
controlled object in either a power-saving state or a non-
power saving state, depending on whether a user has approached
t he apparatus, the apparatus being, for exanple, a PC. Wen a
user approaches the conputer, the controlled object is placed
in a non-power saving state, i.e., a ready state. Wen that
controlled object is a printer, which is an obvious variation

of the generic “controlled object,” for reasons discussed
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supra, the printer will be set in a ready state in response to
t he sensing of the approach of a conputer user.

There can be no doubt that Mese teaches the sensing of an
approach of a user to the conputer. See colum 4, lines 2 et
seq. of Mese.

Wth regard to the “schedul ed use” argunent, the
“schedul ed use” of the controlled object by a user in Mese is,
i ndeed, controlled. The controlled object is not placed in a
ready state until the approach of a user is sensed. At that
poi nt, one can say that the controlled object, e.g., a
printer, is placed in a ready state in anticipation of a user
mani pul ating inputs to the conputer. The tinme during which a
user enploys the conputer, or mani pul ates the keyboard, my be
said to be a “schedul ed use,” as broadly clained by clains 10
and 11. Simlar to appellant’s invention, the sensing of an
approach by a user in the Mese system “assunes the presence of
the schedul ed use of said [controlled object which may be a]
printer.”

Appel l ant’ s argunments at pages 9-10 of the brief
regardi ng the m ssing features of Mese and Nakani shi anmount to

argunents agai nst the references individually and do not
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address the conbination of references, as applied by the
examner. Cearly, if Mese disclosed the specific printer
clainmed to be enployed in exactly the sanme manner as set forth
in the instant clains, the exam ner would have made a
rejection under 35 U S. C. 8§ 102 based on anticipation.

Instead, the rejection is under 35 U . S.C. § 103 based on

obvi ousness.

Wth regard to the Fujii reference, this reference was
applied by the exam ner in order to show the specifics of a
printer such as a fixing device, an image form ng neans, etc.
Appel | ant never argues that the printing nmechanismitself in
appellant’ s invention is anything but conventional and, in
fact, does not argue that Fujii is deficient in such a
show ng. Appellant’s only argunent regarding Fujii [brief,
page 11] is that Fujii does not show the recording of an inmge
i n an apparatus which includes recogni zi ng neans for
recogni zing a start of operation of a conputer and neans for
setting the printer in a state capable of producing a printing
operation. The exam ner recogni zed such a deficiency in Fujili

and relied on Mese and Nakani shi for such teachings.
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While the cited references may not explicitly teach
connection of a peripheral to a printer warmup recogni zi ng
apparatus, it was explained, supra, why it would have been
obvious to enploy a printer as the controlled object in Mse,
pl acing that controlled object, or printer, in a ready state
upon detection of the approach of a user. Cdearly, the
pl acenent of a printer in a “ready state” inplies that the
printer will be warnmed up.

Appel lant’ s “argunents” at pages 11-13 of the brief,
citing clains 8, 10, 19, 23, 24, 2, 3, 11, 12, 7 and 20 are
nmerely general statenents about the references not teaching
the invention and that there is “no basis” to conbine the
references. However, since these “argunents” have no
substance, they are not regarded as argunments at all.
Appel l ant has failed to particularly point out how and why the
instant clainms specifically differ fromthe applied
references, pointing to exact claimlanguage on which
appellant relies. Accordingly, these clainms will fall with

the clains treated supra.
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We have addressed all of appellant’s argunents and do not
find any of them persuasive of patentability. Accordingly,
the exam ner’s decision rejecting clains 1 through 3, 7, 8, 10
through 12 and 19 through 24 under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103 is
af firnmed.

No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in

connection with this appeal nmay be extended under 37 CFR

§ 1.136(a).
AFFI RVED
James D. Thomas )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
)
)
Errol A Krass ) BOARD OF
PATENT
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) APPEALS AND
) | NTERFERENCES
)
)
Joseph L. Dixon )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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